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ACADENUCSENATEAGENDA 
TIME: 7 P.M., Wednesday, April 1, 1998 . 
PLACE: Circus Room, Bone Student Center 
Call to Order (Joe Jannazzo) 
Seating of New Senators 
Approval of Minutes of March 4, 1998 
Approval of Minutes of March 18, 1998 
Election of Officers 
Election of Ex~cutive Committee 
Election of FAC Member to CCC 
Chairperson's Remarks 
Vice Chairperson's Remarks 
Student Government Association President's Remarks 
Administrators' Remarks 
Committee Reports 
Action Items: 
Information Items: 
l. 03.18.98.02 
2. 03.24.98 .01 
Communications 
Adjournment 
Administrator Evaluation Policies - Administrative Affairs 
Amendment to University Constitution Pertaining to Sexual Orientation 
Meetings of the Academic Senate are open to members of the University community. Persons 
attending the meeting participate in discussion with the consent of the Senate. Persons desiring to 
bring items to the attention of the Senate may do so by contacting any member of the Senate. 
April 1, 1998 
Call to Order 
ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES 
(Approved) 
Volume XXIX, No. 12 
Vice-Chairperson, Joe Jannazzo, called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. and stated that we are 
operating under the Constitution adopted in 1969 as amended through 1996. 
Seating of the New and Re-elected Senators: 
Faculty: 
Paul Borg, MUS 
Mary Campbell, SW 
Jed Day, GEO 
Wayne Nelsen, IT 
Frederick Noyes, SED 
Anthony Otsuka, BSC 
Khalid Razaki, ACC 
Ronald Strickland, ENG 
Meridee VanDraska, HSC 
Macon Williams, PSY 
Roll Call 
Students: 
Daniel Baumgartner 
Michelle Brook 
Heather Brown 
Laura Grasso 
Ronald Haddad 
Brad Hammond 
Jeffrey Hazelton 
Michelle Hillman 
Christopher Kuchyt 
Nydia Molina 
L. Dee Murdock 
Deborah Paszkiet 
Brandi Peagler 
Thomas D. Poulakidas 
Tracy Short 
Connie Siegrist 
J. Scott VanVooren 
Vice-Chairperson, Joe Jannazzo called the roll and declared a quorum. 
Approval of Minutes: 
Motion XXIX-128 by Senator Clark (seconded by Senator Blum) to approve the minutes of 
March 4, 1998, in accordance with the ISU Constitution established in 1969. 
Correction to the March 4, 1998, minutes by Senator Clark on page 2. "One semester is 15 weeks 
and 1 day and one semester is 14 weeks and 4 days. " 
The motion was passed on a voice vote with 2 abstentions. 
Motion XXIX-129 by Senator Gamer (seconded by Senator Clark) to approve the minutes of 
March 18, 1998. 
Correction on page 2. Vice-President Boschini said we are having another Minority Scholar in 
Residence. We will have Dr. Gwendolyn Mikell the Chair of African Studies in the School of 
Foreign Service at Georgetown University 
Correction by Senator Clark on page 5. "to have a requirement that graduating students ofISV" 
Correction by Senator Lockwood on page 3. Reply - Senator Lockwood said geed-Ianguage 
would be an acceptable amendment. 
The motion was passed on a voice vote with 2 abstentions. 
Election of Officers: 
Motion XXIX - 130 by Senator Clark to elect Paul Borg as Chairperson of the Academic Sen-
ate. The motion passed on a voice vote with 2 abstentions. 
Motion XXIX -131 by Senator Van Vooren to elect Michelle Brook as Vice-Chairperson of the 
Academic Senate. The motion passed on a voice vote with 2 abstentions. 
Motion XXIX -132 by Senator Razaki to elect Senator Curt White as Secretary of the Aca-
demic Senate. The motion passed on a voice vote with 2 abstentions. 
Motion XXIX - 133 by Brian Clark to elect Senator Barbara Kurtz as a second representative of 
the Campus Communication Committee. The motion passed on voice vote with 3 abstentions. 
Election of Executive Committee 
Motion XXIX -134 by Senator Razaki to elect 4 of the 6 faculty to the Academic Senate Ex-
ecutive Committee: 
Senator Brian Clark, PHY 
Senator Wayne Nelsen, IT 
Senator Betsy Timmerman-Lugg, EAF 
Senator Iris Varner, MQM 
The motion passed on a voice vote with 2 abstentions 
Motion XXIX -135 by Senator Brook to elect 2 of the 4 students to the Academic Senate Ex-
ecutive Committee: 
Senator Shelly Hillman 
Senator Scott Van Vooren 
The motion passed on a voice vote with 2 abstentions. 
The Academic Senate Executive Committee will consist of: 
Paul Borg (MUS), Chairperson 
Michelle Brook, (Student) Vice-Chairperson 
Curt White (ENG), Secretary 
Heather Brown, Student 
Brian Clark (PHY) 
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Wayne Nelsen (IT) 
Betsy Timmerman-Lugg (EAF) 
Iris Varner (MQM 
Shelly Hillman, Student 
Scott Van Vooren, Student 
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Chairperson's Remarks 
Chairperson Paul Borg said: 
• Welcome to all the new Senators and thanks to all the returning Senators. 
• Thanks to Ira Cohen for serving as Parliamentarian 
• In Senate you packet have a copy of 
Approved Executive Committee minutes 
2 responses from the BOT Chair Sulaski in response to a letter I sent to him at request of 
Senate 
Committee preference sheet 
Schedule for rest of the semester 
• I attended the Senate Legislative Budget Hearings meeting last week. Higher education is 
very misunderstood. 
• An action taken by the Executive Committee on March 23, 1998. The Executive Committee 
discussed the committee that the President has proposed to look into matters of the university 
governance, shared or unshared. The second resolution of the General Faculty meeting of 
March 17, 1998, asked that the Senate be a participant in this process. The Executive Com-
mittee voted on a vote of 2 yes, 5 no, and 1 abstain not to refuse to participate. Then with a 
vote of 5 yes, 2 no, and 1 abstain offered the names of the seven faculty member and two stu-
dent members, elected by the Senate on Feb. 4, 1998, to our own Ad hoc Committee on 
Shared Governance, as well as the chair of that committee. We offered these names as a pool 
of persons from whom the President might choose in forming his committee. The Executive 
Committee was not unanimous in this. At the faculty caucus there were distinctly different 
views on the Executive Committee action and the proposed Presidential Committee. There 
was a general feeling at the caucus to allow our Ad hoc Committee to proceed. I have alerted 
the members, but they have not been convened yet. 
Questions/Comments: 
Senator Razaki asked if this matter can be debated? Reply - Chairperson Borg said yes in com-
munications. Senator Razaki asked has the President finalized a composition of the committee? 
Reply - Chairperson Borg said not yet. 
Senator Reid asked if there was also a motion passed at the Executive meeting to bring this issue 
to the Senate? Reply - Chairperson Borg said yes as a Sense of the Senate Resolution. 
Senator Schmaltz said it was his impression at the faculty caucus that Senators wanted to give 
the President the option of adding names to the Senate committee. Reply - Chairperson Borg 
said that was one of the options that came up. Senator Schmaltz asked if it would be foolish to 
have two committees working on the same issue. Reply - Chairperson Borg said that was one of 
the points discussed at the faculty caucus. 
Senator Reid said he was under the impression at the caucus that you were going to write some-
thing that would be a proposal. Reply - Chairperson Borg said he has not summarized it yet. 
Vice Chairperson's Remarks 
Vice Chairperson, Michelle Brook said: 
• Welcome back the Senators of the previous year and the new Senators. 
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• On Wednesday April 8, 1998, at 7:00 p.m. there will be a panel discussion about shared gov-
ernance in the ISU Constitution. This is being hosted by the Students Rights Coalition and 
the University Forum Committee. The meeting will be at the Activity Room in the Bowling & 
Billiards Center. I would like to encourage all the new Senators to attend this meeting, since 
shared governance and the ISU Constitution is what Academic Senate is currently working 
on. 
Questions/Comments: 
Senator Brown asked who would be on the panel? Reply - Senator Brook said Senator Borg 
will be representing the Academic Senate, Dr. Jim Reid will be representing the faculty, Dr. Ira 
Cohen will give a historical perspective on shared governance at ISU, Dean Goldfarb from the 
College of Fine Arts, and Andy Bender will give a student perspective. President Strand is invited 
to attend. 
Senator Jerich asked if this meeting would be publicized in the Vidette and on the WebSite. Re-
ply - Senator Brook said we are working on publicizing. 
Senator Strand said he would be out of state on April 8, 1998, and unable to attend the meeting. 
Student Government Association President's Remarks 
Heather Brown said her new position will be an adjustment for me and I will look forward to 
working with everyone. "I practice open door policies, so if anyone has concerns or issues, con-
tact me at SGA office." 
Administrator's Remarks 
President Strand said: 
• Congratulations to those elected to their respective positions. 
• The appropriation process has begun. The Senate Appropriations Committee hearing was 
held on March 24, 1998, at which time we were invited to be present and offer testimony. 
Senator Borg, Student Trustee, Scott Joyce; and former Student Body President, Jason 
Barickman were present at the hearing. There were 2 topics that were a constant theme asked 
of each of the institutions: 
1. A comparison of the approximate percentage increase in salaries between faculty and 
administrative professional personnel. The members of the Budget Committee and 
staff had used FY91-97 as a time period. We looked very good since the faculty sal-
ary increases were greater than those frames of reference for the administrator profes-
sional area. 
2. The extent to which institutions had utilized some of their funds for deferred mainte-
nance. We faired very well compared with other public universities. 
• Another topic addressed and discussed with most of the universities was the sabbatical pro-
gram. All of us have concern about the manner in which sabbatical programs of the public 
universities came under serious attack. At some point I would not be surprised to see this 
translated into some budgetary type of action if the economics of the State are such that the 
committees find itself in the mood make budgetary adjustments. We will continue to work in 
every way possible as a group of public universities with the Board of Higher Education to 
preserve sabbaticals. 
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• Our hearing with the House Appropriations Committee is scheduled for April 30, 1998. 
Senator Borg, Student Trustee Scott Joyce, Senator Brown, and former Student Body Presi-
dent, Jason Barickman will be invited to the meeting. 
Questions/Comments: 
Senator Blum asked if it would be beneficial prior to the hearing to have national organizations to 
which the faculty members belong. Send letters of support about sabbaticals and explanations of 
their purposes to the legislators. Reply - Senator Strand said no. What has to occur is one on 
one conversation with members of the General Assembly. 
Senator Clark asked about the "self-help" for deferred maintenance. I am not sure what the point 
of budget justification is, if they want you to spend it elsewhere a year later. Reply - Senator 
Strand said over the last 2 or 3 years there has been considerable discussion among the public 
universities about the need for additional funding for deferred maintenance. This is translated in 
part into requests for additional capital dollars, which requires bonding authority by the State. 
There also have been requests from institutions, such as ISU; to have a part of our budget allo-
cated for deferred maintenance. We also internally allocate funds to the extent that they are avail-
able for that purpose. There are some members of the General Assembly who believe that there is 
more capacity for higher public education than is needed, especially in Illinois. Some institutions 
could close some of their buildings to avoid deferred maintenance problems. They could also re-
allocate funds for deferred maintenance. You make hard decisions to address deferred mainte-
nance. 
Provost U rice excused absence. Chairperson Borg read his administrator's comments. 
• I want to remind the Academic Senate and the campus that Brian Wilkinson will deliver his 
Distinguished Professor Lecture tomorrow evening at 7:00 p.m. in the Old Main Room. All 
members of the Academic Senate, and the campus community generally, are encouraged to 
attend this event at which we celebrate our colleague's success. 
• On Tuesday, April 7, 1998, at 7:00 p.m. in the Ballroom of the Bone Student Center, Dr. 
Mary Lowe Good, former undersecretary for technology in the U.S. Department of Com-
merce, will deliver the last of the maj or keynote addresses as part of this year's Future of Sci-
ence Celebration. As always, all members of the Illinois State community are encouraged to 
participate in this exciting and innovative program. 
• As announced in last week's Illinois State University Report, and as members of the Senate 
were reminded bye-mail from the Chairperson, the FY99 Program and Budget Presentations 
were held on Monday, Tuesday, and today here in the Bone Student Center. The quality of 
the presentations by the deans and major administrators who report to the Provost were ex-
cellent. It was disappointing, however, especially during times when faculty and students say 
they seek improved understanding and appropriate involvement in administrative processes 
and decisions, that only one or two members of the university'S faculty participated. There 
was no representation from the Academic Senate; unlike previous years, neither the Budget 
nor Administrative Affairs committees sent representatives. I regret that an important oppor-
tunity for improved communication and understanding was missed, and I hope that members 
of the Academic Senate will participate in future years, assuming that this open and public 
process is continued. 
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Vice President Boschini said beginning on April 6, 1998, we will have Minority Scholar in Resi-
dence, Dr. Gwendolyn Mikell. Dr. Mikell was put forth by Dr. Moghadam of our faculty. Dr. 
Mikell is the Chair of African studies at Georgetown University. She will be staying in Hamilton 
Hall while she is on campus. There is a public lecture Monday, April 06, 1998, at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Old Main Room of Bone Student Center. She is speaking about "Women's Organization and 
Peace Politics in Africa." She will be going to classes and doing lectures. 
Vice President Taylor had no remarks. 
Committee Reports: 
Academic Affairs: Senator Lockwood said we met last week: 
• Approved the criteria for courses that will satisfy the 3-hour Bachelor of Science requirement. 
This will be forwarded to University Curriculum Committee. 
• Discussed the recommendations the Senate made 2 weeks ago on the description of the bac-
calaureate programs for the BAIBS programs. Have distributed revised wording tonight that 
incorporates suggestions from last week. Forward any changes to me before the next Senate 
meeting. 
• Discussed an alternative approach to the Constitution exam. We have several good ideas, 
possibly a 1 credit hour web based modular type program that students can work through. 
Administrative Affairs: Senator Clark said no report. 
Budget Committee: Senator Nelsen said no report. 
Faculty Affairs: Senator Razaki said no report. 
Rules Committee: Senator MacDonald said no report. 
Student Affairs: Senator Brook said no report. 
Action Items: 
No action items 
Information Items: 
1) Administrator Evaluation Policies-Administrative Affairs (03.18.98.02) Senator Clark said 
this document deals with evaluation of Academic Department Chairpersons, College Deans as 
well as Dean of the Libraries, major University Vice-Presidents and also the Vice-President and 
Provost. 
Major features : 
• Chairperson and/or Dean is responsible for putting together a Five-Year Vision and Goals 
Statement. This statement is reviewed by the faculty, but does not have to be approved by the 
faculty. 
• Confidential input on the performance. By confidential, all input will have to be signed, but 
will not go to the person being evaluated. Confidentiality will be entrusted to a third party. 
• At the fifth year of a term in a position, the Chairperson and the Dean will undergo a compre-
hensive review. In the case ofa Chairperson, the Dean will be in charge offorming a review 
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committee. We specify 3-5 faculty members. The committee will analyze what the chairper-
son has done, using a summary from past years. 
• Every year there will be a small evaluation. They will look at the Chairperson's portfolio and 
what they have accomplished during the tenure in this position. 
• There will be interviews with anyone who has relevant input. 
• At end of fifth year review, the Dean's responsibility will be to meet with the appropriate de-
partment councilor equivalent body and to report to that council a summary of the results. 
• The same basic format is followed for the Deans 
• Each Vice-President shall be evaluated no less than annually by the President. The President 
largely is in charge of the evaluation. Each Vice-President will be evaluated based on feed-
back. 
• We spent a lot oftime considering the Vice-President and Provost. We feel there should be a 
serious review every three years for the Provost. The Provost is the central administrator that 
faculty and students deal with the most. 
Chairperson Borg asked if you could tell us how this came about? Reply - Senator Clark said this 
dates back to a former President when a faculty meeting determined that there should be a review 
of the Administrator Evaluation Policies. The Academic Senate assigned that task to Administra-
tive Affairs. Last fall Administrative Affairs started developing the document. This document has 
been seen by College Deans, Department Chairs, the major AlP's, and the President 
Questions/Comments: 
Senator Nelsen said I am unclear about the difference between confidential evaluation and the 
concept of the feedback or summary of statements in the vice-presidential areas. Is this a policy 
that is going to extend to student evaluations? Reply - Senator Clark said where there is input 
sought, it will be confidential. Senator Nelsen said with chairs/deans there would be a 5-year set 
of goals developed. What discussion related to a department chair or dean having their own set 
of goals that may differ from the goals for the Department or College? Are the goals of the col-
lege and department the same as the goals of the dean and the department chair, or are they to-
tally independent structures? Reply - Senator Clark said there are times when certain goals are 
necessary for program restructuring and a department may not agree with this, but it becomes 
necessary. The feedback is in the chairperson evaluation, there has to be a balance. Senator 
Taylor said the very first goal point must convey how that is linked with each department. It is 
expected that the departmental goals will be aligned with the goals of the college and university. 
Senator Nelsen said the goals of the administrators would be aligned? Reply - Senator Taylor 
said yes. 
Senator Razaki asked how many faculty members have seen this document? Reply - Senator 
Clark said there was a version sent out for comments last September, with very little response. At 
this point it has not been put out for official comment. Senator White said we represent part of 
the faculty on this campus. We understand the faculty has an interest in this that has been ex-
pressed at general faculty meetings. If we desire, we can delay acting on this until we have in-
formed the faculty, had a faculty meeting, and reconvened to discuss this policy. Senator Razaki 
said the ASPT Reform subcommittee is looking at a 3-year cycle for faculty members. Isn't 5 
years too long for an appraisal? Reply - Senator Clark said ASPT is looking at a 3-year cycle, 
where each faculty member would be evaluated only once every 3 years. We are looking at an 
annual formative review, and then the major review every 5-years. Senator Razaki asked if this 
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isn't a huge difference between a quality review and a summative review? Reply - Senator Clark 
said there is a difference. 
Senator Noyes asked if considered any other alternative than 5 years? Reply - Senator Clark said 
we considered 3 and 5 year cycles. With an annual review we do not need every 3 years. Sena-
tor Noyes said the document does not show any timelines relative to when this is to occur. This is 
a present weakness in the system. The date for the review should be recommended. Reply-
Senator Clark said he would talk to the rest of the committee. 
Senator McCaw asked if there is only a department decision made every 5 years? Reply - Sena-
tor Walters said no. 
Senator Jerich said in response to Senator Razaki's question of consideration of the 3rd year re-
view versus the 5-year review. There was serious discussion with the committee concerning the 
review. You asked if there is a danger in the Dean seeking selective faculty. That was a serious 
point of discussion. 
Senator Blum asked where is the charge concerning questions for faculty to answer about chairs, 
deans, and appropriate constituents about vice-presidents? Reply - Senator Clark said we do not 
specify what the questions are going to be. Senator Blum asked if there is a charge to a constitu-
ency to develop those questions? Reply - Senator Clark said not that he is aware of at this time. 
Senator Blum said in order to protect an administrator it is important to have questions that are 
flushed out enough so they are relevant and informative. Reply - Senator Borg said I do not 
know if this charge exists. This as a policy would require a questionnaire. Senator Jerich said we 
received a document from the University of Illinois where the Provost used these department 
chair evaluations. They have standardized items for chairs across the university campus. Senator 
Clark said I suggested that the next role of the Administrative Affairs Committee should be to de-
scribe duties for the Dean along with the administrator selection. Senator Blum said I suggest 
we charge certain bodies to develop the questions appropriate to the College and the departments. 
Reply - Senator Jerich said that can be offered as an amendment. Chairperson Borg said I can 
request the remnants of the Administrative Affairs Committee from the last Senate to function in 
an Ad hoc manner to deal with these issues and get things settled before the next Senate meeting. 
Senator Kurtz said in the evaluation of academic department chairpersons that faculty input on 
the forms is solicited, but effectiveness in working with faculty is not structured into the criteria 
for evaluation. Under the evaluation of vice-presidents they are criteria in effectiveness in work-
ing with other vice-presidents and staff A crucial element of success for any academic chairper-
son is the ability to work effectively with faculty, staff, and students. I feel that criteria should be 
in the evaluation and be in parallel language. 
Senator Reid asked if the faculty questionnaire would be handed out before informative reviews 
for the chair and dean and then a 3-year review for the Provost? Senator Reid said to explain the 
rationale why you chose to have the questionnaires signed? Reply - Senator Walters said that 
question occupied a lot of our time. We had a great deal of input from different people. The ad-
ministration did not want the responsibility of anonymous questionnaires. Senator Clark said we 
might need to add a section for the development of questions and on how to maintain confidenti-
ality and still protect the rights of the people who sign their name. Ifwe go with confidential 
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there should be some policy that will also be approved by this body. Senator Reid asked how you 
could enforce such a protection policy? Reply - Senator Clark said that in my mind it would be a 
third party. 
Senator Razaki asked if you considered the creation of an office for an ombudsperson? Reply-
Senator Walters said we considered models of that sort briefly but details of the process did not 
belong in this document. 
Senator Clark said he would like to see a lot of faculty at the general faculty meeting to discuss 
this item and provide input. I wonder what are the odds of a good faculty turnout at this point. 
Amendment to University Constitution Pertaining to Sexual Orientation (03.24.98.01.) Chair-
person Borg said he was asked by the Executive Committee to provide a brief summary of what 
this issue is and why we may want to take part or act on this. A copy of the six-page summary is 
provided for you. (Appendix A) This summarizes the events of the past year in dealing with revi-
sions or amendments to the ISU Constitution. I will point out a couple of the time frames and 
issues involved: 
• The Academic Senate approved amendments to our Constitution at our meeting of February 
4, 1998. These were forwarded, as the 1969 Constitution says, to the Board of Trustees for 
their concurrence to be a part of the Constitution. That agreement is necessary as a constitu-
tional requirement. 
• The Board was to meet on Tuesday, February 17, 1998. In advance of that meeting on Mon-
day, February 16, 1998, there was a Board meeting by teleconference at which the Board re-
ceived suggested changes to the document that we, the Senate, passed. 
• According to their legal counsel, the intent of these changes was to bring the Constitution in 
line with the Board of Trustees Governing Document. 
• At the meeting of February 17, 1998, they acted on approving "amendments" to the Constitu-
tion, but they did not approve only the amendments that we had adopted and approved. 
This is essentially the cause of our stalemate, in which, we disagree with their wording. The Sen-
ate has been holding meetings since then under a non-amended Constitution. The points that 
were changed by the Board legal counsel and were adopted by the BOT involved wording which 
in the 1969 Constitution amounted to a statement of non-discrimination for student and admission 
policy. In the Constitution that is the only place where a non-discrimination policy was located. 
On page 2 of the handout, I have detailed what wording exists in the 1969 Constitution, the 
wording the Senate adopted on February 4, 1998, (which is in agreement with our own policies 
and procedures manual and with the BOT Governing Documents.) The third column is what the 
Constitution was reduced to on recommendation of the Board Counsel. They adopted language 
that disagrees with their own policy in this action. 
This has received quite a bit of attention. The Board has suggested that they should change this 
back and add similar language in other places where a non-discrimination policy might be appro-
priate. 
One of the primary mechanisms of offering amendments to the Constitution is to have them 
brought up by the Senate, passed by the Senate, and then forwarded to the BOT to agree or not 
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agree to. The complication with this has to do with two other changes that the BOT made from 
the Senate adopted version on February 17, 1998: 
1. On page 4, with reference to those matters that the Senate may act upon and be paid attention 
to, the BOT made a significant change. The Constitution was change to read, " The President 
may approve or disapprove them, amend them or return them to the Academic Senate for 
further discussion before final consideration by the President." Faculty and students have 
been very interested and alarmed at this change. 
2. On page 5, one of the list of actions, there is the notable absence of what the Senate approved 
as item 15, and was deleted by the BOT. This stated that the Senate might participate in the 
selecting of the President of the University. They contend this is no longer necessary in our 
governing document. 
3. On page 6 is similar section about defining legislation, essentially repeating the wording in 
Section IV. The next item concerning the amendment process is very troubling. In addition 
to wording that we had adopted updating the language of the Constitution in 1969, the Board 
Council drafted the paragraph at the bottom of page 6. My interpretation is that the Board 
may make any amendments to the Constitution, simply by bringing them up at one meeting, 
voting on them at the next meeting, without listening to advice from the campus community. 
It does say the University community shall be afforded the opportunity to comment on any 
Board-initiated amendment to the Constitution. 
We find ourselves in the position to have to decide: 
• Do we, or do we not want to offer an amendment to the 1969 Constitution as amended 
through 1996, with reference to the issue about non-discrimination policy. 
We have received from the President's office information about the number of sections in which it 
seems appropriate. By doing this we confirm our 1969-96 policy in originating amendments to 
the Constitution. 
Should we choose not to forward this, it gives the BOT the opportunity at their May meeting to 
give a first reading to these, and allow them to be adopted in July (when we are not around) con-
firming in the process, that they're very right to produce amendments to the Constitution, which 
we have not agreed to that. Senator Timmerman has pointed out that this seems to make the 
document no longer a real Constitution, which requires the agreement of all parties to important 
changes. This is simply a matter of definition at this point. 
The discussion tonight has to do with non-discrimination. Our question is: 
• Do we or do we not want to propose an amendment of this sort? Keep in mind we have al-
ready done it in passing one section on February 4, 1998. 
• The other question is how should we deal with this? I have no good advice. 
You have been provided a wording of this that refers to these sections being inserted into the 
1969 Constitution. Senator Clark provides us with assurance that we are acting on our own, not 
in response to Board action. 
Questions/Comments: 
Senator White said we have already voted to amend the 1969 Constitution in this regard and we 
cannot offer an amendment to the Boards non-constitution without the risk oflega! consequence. 
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Reply - Chairperson Borg said we have not added this with the section having to do with faculty 
or the section having to do with NP and Civil Service. Senator White said he does not know 
what is the point of a gesture along the lines of offering the Board another set of amendments to 
the 1969 Constitution, which we know that they will not recognize. Reply - Chairperson Borg 
said we do not have to offer this advice. Senator White said he would have to be persuaded that 
there is a good reason to do it at this point. 
Senator Clark said this is a question of whether there should be a motion to do anything at all. 
As long as we are going to exist under the 1969 Constitution, we should certainly update the sec-
tion on non-discrimination. 
Senator Brook said this proposed motion will amend the 1969 Constitution? Reply - Chairper-
son Borg said yes. Senator Brook asked what are the implications of the Senate approved Con-
stitution and the Board approved Constitution? Are we going to go back to the drawing board 
with the 1969, or will these be added into the other versions of the Constitution? Reply - Chair-
person Borg said the package of amendments that we sent to the BOT was not agreed to by the 
BOT. Therefore, the amendments that we sent forward from our February 4, 1998, meeting are 
not part of the University Constitution. The Board changed 5 or 6 significant areas and are oper-
ating under the notion that there is an amended Constitution. Ifwe do not agree that what they 
have done is appropriate, we go back to the form of Constitution as it stood before the February 
4, 1998, meeting. Senator Brook said it is appropriate to pass an amendment to include the non-
discrimination clause. This would be a way to encourage the Board to work with us to resolve 
the Constitution. 
Senator VanVooren asked how do we know that if we make this amendment, that the Board will 
not just say that the Senate sent an amendment to the Constitution that we have already approved. 
By doing this we are validating their Constitution. Reply - Chairperson Borg said if we do noth-
ing, they can do that anyway. 
Senator Campbell asked if we as the Senate have sought other avenues rather than any actions, 
which may be perceived as confrontational, to resolve the issue? Reply - Chairperson Borg said 
the notion of the Senate adopting an amendment leaving aside the issue of which ISU Constitu-
tion version we are talking about can be considered a positive step in light of the President's let-
ter, inviting us to join with the Board in proposing the amendment. 
Senator Kurtz said the document that governs us should be as inclusive as possible concerning 
various campus constituencies. We should be consistent in operating under the 1969 Constitu-
tion. 
Senator Garner said if we have not accepted their imposed Constitution, could we refer the 
Board to the draft we passed on February 4, 1998? Reply - Chairperson Borg said the proposed 
motion would clarify your matter. Ifwe try to amend the February 4, 1998, Constitution it is 
relevant. 
Communication: 
Senator Razaki said he would like to lay the foundation for a Sense of Senate Resolution. The 
Executive Committee decided to forward the names of faculty and student Senators that were 
11 Academic Senate Meeting 
April 1, 1998 
elected by the Senate to serve on the Ad hoc Committee on Shared Governance as possible par-
ticipants in the shared governance committee being set up by President Strand. 
I do not approve of having a second committee on shared governance. There is already a Senate 
Ad hoc Committee. If the President wanted a committee, the faculty members voted on by the 
Senate should be sufficient. If the committee appointed by the President comes up with a notion 
of shared governance that the majority of the members of the Academic Senate might not share. 
The Senate needs to be in a position to disavow the recommendations. 
Motion XXIX - 136 by Senator Razaki (seconded by Senator Nelsen) to propose a Sense of 
Senate Resolution: The Senate resolves that it not endorse the selection process for the Presi-
dent's Select Committee on Shared Governance, but that it continue its own established Ad hoc 
Committee on Shared Governance. 
Questions/Comments: 
Senator Nelsen said this is not necessary because the Senate's committee is established. The Ex-
ecutive Committee has forwarded the names, so that stage is complete. 
Senator Clark said the Executive Committee forwarding the names does not mean that the Senate 
endorses the Committee. 
Senator Jerich said since the executive committee was prior to the faculty caucus, would it be 
helpful if the Senators who were not at the faculty caucus get a sense of what was discussed? Re-
ply - Chairperson Borg said there was a wide variety of discussion on this matter. 
Senator Blum asked if this is a communication or information item? Reply - Chairperson Borg 
said this is a Sense of the Senate Resolution. 
Senator Lockwood said that just because the Executive Committee recommended some names 
does not mean we pre-approve any conclusions or report that come from that committee. The 
report has to stand on its own merit. 
Senator Reid said we have argued that we should have shared decision making. These will be 
very different committees. We appointed our committee based on years of experience and pro-
tection through tenure. The President's committee with 15 members on the committee, 3 would 
be Deans or Chairs who could lose their jobs, 1 faculty would be non-tenured, 1 non-tenured on a 
term contract. This leaves very few people who can speak out with the protections of tenure. I 
hoped that a majority of people on the committee would be tenured. 
Parliamentarian Cohen said the President has a right to appoint a committee. The Senate has 
established its committee. The Senate Resolution is not binding, yet we are hearing discussions 
about doing away with the committee. This would be an action of the Executive Committee. If 
you have a disapproval of the Executive Committee, then just state it that way. The Sense of the 
Senate Resolution has zero force. 
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Chairperson Borg re-worded Motion XXJX - 136. The Senate resolves that it not endorse the 
selection process of the President's Select Committee on Shared Governance, but that it continue 
with its own established Ad hoc Committee on Shared Governance. 
Questions/Comments: 
Senator Clark said he is in favor of the re-written motion. 
Senator Walters said that respect to the protection of tenure, if the BOT has the ability to alter 
the Constitution, it may also alter the definition of tenure in such a way that tenure no longer has 
meamng. 
Senator Campbell said there are 2 separate issues. Can the Senate have those listed as 2 separate 
statements, rather than put together in one. Reply - Chairperson Borg said it would be possible. 
Chairperson Borg said we are now voting on a resolution that states that, "the Senate resolves 
that it not endorse the selection process of the President's Select Committee on Shared Govern-
ance." 
The motion passed on a voice vote with 17 aye, 4 nay, and 20 abstentions. 
Senator Clark asked for the former members of the Administrative Affairs Committee to remain 
for a few minutes after the Senate meeting. 
Sense of Senate Resolution proposal by Senator Strickland: that the Senate invite the President to 
appoint an equal number of members of his choosing to the existing Senate Committee, which 
would have the chance of producing a committee that would adequately represent the university. 
Parliamentarian Cohen said this is a standard and existing piece of legislation. It would be inap-
propriate as a Sense of the Senate Resolution. To change a committee that has been voted on has 
to come through the Rules Committee. 
Adjournment: 
Motion XXJX -137 to adjourn at 9:45 p.m. by Senator VanVooren (seconded by Senator 
Short.) The motion carried unanimously on a standing vote. 
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Date: 04/01198 Vol. XXIX No. 12 
~me Attendance Motion Motion Motion Motion Motion Motion Motion Motion Motion Motion 
#128 #129 #130 #131 #132 #133 #134 #135 #136 #137 
Baumgartner X all yes all yes all yes all yes all yes all yes all yes all yes aye all yes 
Blum X 2 abst 2 abst 2 abst 2 abst 2 abst 2 abst 2 abst 2 abst abst 
Borg X nay 
Boschini arrived 7:30 abst 
Brook X abst 
Brown left @ 9:00 
Campbell X abst 
Clark X abst 
Day X aye 
Gamer X abst 
Grasso absent 
Haddad X abst 
Hatlli110nd X aye 
Hazelton X aye 
Hillman X nay 
Jerich X ayr 
Kuchyt X aye 
Kurtz X abst aye 
Lockwood X aye 
MacDonald X aye 
\1cCaw X aye 
iolina X abst 
Murdock absent 
Nelsen X abst 
Newgren excused 
Noyes X aye 
Otsuka X abst 
Paszkeit X abst 
Peagler X abst 
Poulakidos X aye 
Razaki X aye 
Reid X aye 
Schmaltz X aye 
Schwartz X aye 
Short X abst 
Siegrist absent 
Strat1d X abst abst abst abst abst abst abst abst abst , 
Strickland X aye \ 
Taylor, C. X abst abst abst abst abst abst abst abst abst 
Tinunennan X abst 
Urice excused 
Van Draska X abst 
VanVooren X abst 
,amer excused 
Walters X abst 
White X abst 
Williams X nay 
Zielinski X nay 
d:\exceI.98040 1.attendance.xls 
To: ISU Academic Senate 
From: Paul Borg, Chairperson, Academic Senate 
Re: Constitution, BOT and actions of February 1998 
Date: April 1, 1998 
The Board of Trustees of Illinois State University established its own principles of operation in a 
Governing Document adopted May 7, 1997. At that meeting, the Board also adopted a resolution 
stating that the Board would receive "the new University Constitution" at its October meeting and 
charged the Senate Rules Committee with preparing the document. By early October the Rules 
Committee forwarded both to the Academic Senate and to the Board of Trustees a document 
delineating the changes to the Constitution that had been drafted to that point. The changes (or new 
version) were items of information for two successive Senate meetings in October as well as at the 
Board meeting of October 24, 1997. 
During November, the Rules Committee waited for written comments and input from the Board. The 
Rules Committee made further changes in the document based on its understanding of the Senate and 
Board discussions in October. In December there was an informal discussion among President and 
the Chairpersons of the Senate and the Board. The Rules Committee, meeting with the Trustee 
Froelich, acting as liaison to the Rules Committee , further revised the document. It was then 
presented to the Senate as an information item on January 28, 1998. One week after that meeting yet 
another conference among President, Rules Committee chair and Academic Senate chair, and two 
Trustees (Chairperson and liaison to Rules) yielded changes to the Rules Committee proposal that 
Rules then forwarded for Senate debate. In the debate that led to passage of the package of 
amendments (February 4, 1998), the Senators accepted some of the changes and not others. 
Apparently, what the Senate passed was not to the Board's liking. A day in advance of the Board's 
regularly scheduled meeting; February 17,1998, a special "Executive Session" was convened (by 
teleconference) at which they received substitute wording for several parts of the Senate-adopted 
Constitution, crafted by their legal counsel. Only by 3:30 Monday afternoon February 16, did public 
dissemination of this version of the Constitution begin, and in spite of a recommendation by the 
President and appeals from three faculty Senators for the Board to postpone action until its next 
regular meeting, they adopted this altered version of a Constitution at their meeting Tuesday morning 
by 11:00. 
The way the final action was taken is troubling to many members of the faculty and student body. It 
has been suggested that the Board has not listened to the campus community; rather, it had an end in 
mind and was waiting for the campus to arrive there. Since apparently the campus did not get there, 
the Board took the actions of February 16 and 17 . Yet, various statements led the campus to believe 
that there was dialogue taking place. The President in his State of the University Address, September 
25, 1997 said, "Changes in the Constitution will not be made unilaterally by the president or board. 
The president and board will provide reaction to the revisions of the Constitution proposed by the 
Academic Senate." (p. 9) It could be argued that the Board did "provide reaction" to the Constitution 
adopted by the Senate and forwarded by the President, but it does seem that changes were "made 
unilaterally. " 
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The differences between Senate- and Board-adopted versions include the non-discrimination policy 
that we are looking at tonight: 
1969 Constitution 
. Article II, Section 2. 
Student Admission Policy 
Admission to Illinois State 
University shall not be 
denied because of sex, race, 
religion, political views or 
affiliations, or national 
origin. Within the limits of 
its facilities, admission to 
the University shall be open 
to all students who are 
qualified according to its 
clearly and publicly stated 
admissions standards. 
Senate-adopted Constitution Board-adopted Constitution 
Article II, Section 2 . 
Student Admission Policy 
Admission to Illinois State 
University shall not be 
denied because of race, 
color, religion, sex, national 
origin, sexual orientation, . 
ancestry, age, marital status, 
physical or mental disability, 
unfavorable discharge from 
. military, or status as a 
disabled veteran or veteran 
of the Vietnam Era, or other 
factors prohibited by law. 
Within the limits of its 
facilities, admission to the 
University shall be open to 
all students who are 
qualified according to its 
clearly and publicly stated 
admissions standards. 
Article II, Section 2. 
Student Admission Policy 
Admission to Illinois State 
University shall not be 
denied because of race, 
color, religion, national 
origin, ancestry, age, sex, 
marital status, handicap, 
military status or any other 
factor prohibited by state or 
federal law. 
Anoth~r matter is the specificity with regard to a Presidential search. Board-adopted wording is: 
. "When a vacancy arises in the position of University President, the Board of Trustees shall establish a 
Presidential Search Committee to provide assistance and advice to the Board in selecting a new 
President of the University." (Article IV.B) The 1969-96 Constitution and the Senate-adopted 
version both include a specified list of committee members representing the vanous campus 
constituencies. 
This issue of just what shared governance means was initiated when the Board Governing Document 
was drafted and adopted. Section A. VILB includes the following paragraphs. 
The Board delegates the conduct of administration and management to the President. It 
entrusts the conduct of teaching and research through the President to the faculty It 
recognizes that the faculty has primary responsibility in matters of student recruitment 
and retention, academic standards, the fundamental areas of curriculum and the 
necessary policies and procedures for its conduct, subject matter and methods of 
instruction, instructional materials, methods of research and general requirements for 
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degrees. The Board further recognizes the appropriate role of faculty in recommending 
the President faculty appointments, reappointments, promotion, tenure and salary 
incrementation. It encourages significant student and staff participation in decision-
making processes which affect these groups when such participation can be effective. 
The Board, Administration, Academic Senate, AdministrativeIProfessional Council, 
Civil Service Council, Student Government Association and other representative 
bodies, carry out their respective responsibilities and advisory duties not as isolated 
entities, but as major and primary constituents of a total University organization and 
structure that remains mutually interdependent, and which must be supportive of the 
purposes, functions and obligations of the University. 
In order to promote shared participation in responsible and wise decision-making and 
to ensure channels of communication, the University shall provide for elected 
representative campus organizations, the structures of which shall be determined by the 
constituencies they represent, approved by the President and set forth in the 
University'S Constitution. These organizations shall serve as the primary organizations 
for consultation at the institutional level. 
The Academic Senate, as established in the University Constitution, shall serve as the 
primary body for consultation regarding the establishment of academic guidelines and 
academic procedures of the University. In the event of serious disagreement between 
the President and a majority of the members comprising the Academic Senate, the 
Senate, through established Board procedures, shall have an opportunity, through a 
spokesperson, to explain its views before the Board at the time the President brings the 
matter to the Board. 
It is significant to note here that the Board "entrusts," "recognizes .. . responsibility," "recognizes the 
appropriate role," and "encourages significant ... participation," on the part of the faculty, students 
and staff members, yet it never delegates (or even really recognizes) faculty or other campus 
participation in determining policies, academic or otherwise. This is the matter that the Academic 
Senate tried to rectify in Article V, Section I.E. and Article VI. Section 1. 
Senate-Adopted Constitution 
Article V, Section I.E. Functions. 
Within the limits established by legislative 
statute and the authority delegated thereby 
to the Board of Higher Education and the 
Board of Trustees, the Academic Senate 
shall be the primary body to determine 
educational polic ies of the University, 
including those described below; and to 
advise the President on their 
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Board-adopted Constitution 
Article V, Section I.E. Functions. 
Within the limits established by legislative 
statute and the authority delegated thereby 
to the Board of Higher Education and the 
Board of Trustees, the Academic Senate 
shall be the primary body to recommend 
educational policies of the University, 
including those described below, and to 
advise the President on their 
implementation. Policies determined by the 
Academic Senate shall be forwarded to the 
(
President for approval.)rhe President may 
approve them or return them to the . 
~ Academic Senate for further negotiation. 
The President shall then implement them 0 
continue negotiating with the Senate until 
they have achieved common ground. When 
directed by the Board Qf Trustees, the 
President shall transmit approved policy to 
the Board for its approval or referral to the 
Academic Senate for further consideration. 
The Senate shall: 
1. Determine policy for the admission of 
students to the University. 
2. Determine policy for degree 
requirements, and the procedures for 
inaugurating, changing, or terminating . 
degree programs. 
3. Determine policy for the annual 
calendar of the University. 
4. Determine policy for the adoption and 
standards of educational and academic 
conduct common to all elements of the 
University community. 
5. Determine policy for intercollegiate 
programs and activities. 
6. Determine policy with respect to 
student life and conduct. 
7. Determine policy for the evaluation of 
faculty members including academic 
administrators in connection with their 
appointment, promotion, remuneration, 
and retention. 
8. Determine policy to insure the 
protection of the rights and privileges of 
the various elements of the academic 
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implementation. Policies recommended by 
the Academic Senate shall be fprWarded to 
the President for consideratiorl/Th~ 
resident may approve or dIsapprove them, 
. amend them or return them to the 
e final consideration by the President. 
The Senate shall: ---~-
1. Recommend policy for the admission of 
students to the University. 
2. Recommend policy for degree 
requirements, and the procedures for 
inaugurating, changing, or terminating 
degree programs. 
3. Recommend policy for the annual 
calendar of the University. 
4. Recommend policy for the adoption and 
.standards of educational and academic 
conduct common to all elements of the 
University community. 
5. Recommend policy for intercollegiate 
programs and activities. 
6. Recommend policy with respect to 
student life and conduct. 
7. Recommend policy for the evaluation of 
faculty members including academic 
administrators in connection with their 
appointment, promotion, remuneration, 
and retention. 
8. Recommend policy to insure the 
protection of the rights and privileges of 
the various elements of the academic 
community, and establish procedures 
for the hearing of grievances. 
9. Determine policy and act on report of 
standing and ad hoc committees of the 
Academic Senate. Standing 
Committees shall be established by the 
By-Laws of the Senate which shall 
delineate the composition of and the 
procedures of each committee. 
10. Determine patterns of the academic 
community's self-government by 
exercising its authority to delegate 
responsibility to colleges or departments 
or committees. 
11. Participate in the formulation of capital 
and operating budgets and requests to 
be submitted to the Board of Trustees. 
12. Participate in the formulation oflong 
range academic plans including those to 
be submitted to the Board of Trustees. 
13 . Participate in the formulation oflong-
range plans for campus buildings and 
physical facilities . 
14. Participate in the formulation of the 
academic and administrative structure of 
the University. 
15 . Participate in selecting the President of 
the University, the principal officers of 
the administration, and membership of 
search committees for such offices. 
16. Advise the President on any matter, at 
his or her request or on the initiative of 
the Senate. 
17. Participate in the formulation of policies 
governing the terms under which 
individuals and groups can use 
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community, and establish procedures for 
the hearing of grievances. 
9. Recommend policy and act on report of 
standing and ad hoc committees of the 
Academic Senate. Standing Committees 
shall be established by the By-Laws of 
the Senate which shall delineate the 
composition of and the procedures of 
each committee. 
10. Recommend patterns of the academic 
community's self-government by 
exercising its authority to delegate 
responsibility to colleges or 
departments or committees. 
11. Participate in the formulation of capital 
and operating budgets and requests to 
be submitted to the Board of Trustees. 
12. Participate in the formulation oflong 
range academic plans including those 
to be submitted to the Board of 
Trustees. 
13. Participate in the formulation of long-
range plans for campus buildings and 
physical facilities. 
14. Participate in the formulation of the 
academic and administrative structure 
of the University. 
15. Advise the President on any matter, at 
his or her request or on the initiative of 
the Academic Senate. 
16. Participate in the formulation of policies 
governing the terms under which 
individuals and groups can use 
University facilities for out-of-class 
activities. 
Article VI, Section I .A Legislation 
Legislation is defined as a written policy 
statement enacted passed by the Academic 
Senate. All such legislation shall be 
forwarded to the President for approval or 
returned to the Academic Senate for further 
negotiation. The President shall then 
implement them or continue negotiating 
with the Senate until they have achieved 
common ground. When directed by the 
Board of Trustees, the President shall 
transmit approved legislation to the Board 
of Trustees for its approval or decision to 
return the legislation to the President for 
referral to the Academic Senate for further 
consideration. 
University facilities for out-of-class 
activities. 
Article VI, Section I .A Legislation 
Legislation is defined as a written policy 
statement passed by the Academic Senate. 
All such legislation shall be forwarded to 
the President for amendment and/or 
approval or disapproval or returned to the 
Academic Senate for further discussion 
before final consideration by the President. 
This can be interpreted to mean that the President not only may not forward policy approved by the 
Academic Senate, but that he also has an "amendatory veto" over such legislation with no subsequent 
legislative recourse on the part of the Senate 
Yet another issue that appeared in the Board-adopted Constitution is an additional paragraph added to 
Article VI, Section 2 in which the Board recognize for themselves unilateral ability to amend the 
Constitution. 
"An amendment to the Constitution of Illinois State University may also be 
initiated by the Board of Trustees. Upon motion, duly seconded and 
passed, a voting member of the Board of Trustees may introduce an 
amendment for consideration by the full Board. Such amendment shall then 
be published for first and second readings at consecutive public meetings of 
the Board before final action by the Board. The University community shall 
be afforded the opportunity to comment on any Board initiated amendment 
to the Constitution before final action by the Board." 
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